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AIR WAR COLLEGE RESEARCH REPORT ABSTRACT

TITLE: The Changing Western Alliance in the South Pacifiv

AUTHOR: Brian L. Kavanagh, Wing Commander, RAAF

z-The Western alliance in the South Pacific has

experienced three decades of success based oni a cooperativt.

spirit established through its keystone, the ANZUS Treaty.

Over the last few years some events have occurred In the

region which are now challenging this spirit.

The author examine: the alliance, including it.!

history, objectives and the issues confronting it. He diso

analyses current policies of ANZUS nations and their

perceptions of the Treaty. He concludes that. the

traditional ANZUS Treaty can no longer meet the security

objectives of its members, and requires major revision. A

blueprint for change is sugyest.ed.-4
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CHAPTER I

I NTRODUCTI ON

"Our comnlitinesit to the .'ecur it.y -I
our allies and friends is a commitriint
to our own security as well" [i

C.isplar W weiirberger

There Is d conuiezi,us today .. muny Lr-.ir. tj tjat l,, iA ' .

the world that a new, str.-teycl int.er .- t is t.mergiug ini the

Pacific region. While the East - West. polil ical sLrujjjle:-

in Indochina, the two Koreas and the Philippines have jo

,oubt contributed to this -Late of dafidirz, '.catomic

concerns appear to be the main driving forct.. Central to

the issue are the emergence of Japan an a !todiig iridustrA

al nation and the enormous trade connection-, it. has with

Lie United States and L.he: re.t: of the world. The a-.. .(' , l.

ed growth of the countries of the Abuc -i.ti, O So u .th

A.iarn Nations [ASEAN] has aIso helped. The world, and

e:,peclally the superpower i, is turning more to the Paciti,

to satisfy various economic needs.

The Penples' Republic of China, Icl by Denig

Xiaopinq, has indergone * t.raztFormat. 1,n, on,', d -, part of

o.,; -conomic reforms t he Chinese juverniinerit is ii,w Iooki rg

to th, Pactific riatlons for q id,inc,. ilnd , v,..ti,.rit. Ev,.ti

;uvjt. ]leader Mikhail Grbache.v has riade it. . etr t'ifit t le

USSR for many reasons, not the least bein ,-conomi,, now



places high priority ont improving relations with both China

and Japan.(2) Meanwhile the Soviet Union continues its

military build-up in East Asia, and the United States,

retainitig a wavering Philippines as a keystciie of Western

power projection In the Pacific, accumulate. an unfavour-

,Ale balance of trade with Japan unprecedented in her

history.

The new world interest is riot contained solely

within North East Asia, around the economic giants. Because

uf superpower interest in the Indian Ocean and the increas-

ing Importance of Sea Lines Of Communicationt (SLOCI fr oru

Lhe Middle East to northern Pacific regions which passi

through South East Asian 'choke points', the whole Pacific

Ocean now plays a more important part iii the commurticatioriz

network of trading nations.

While the world watches the Pacific with renewed

interest, a niumber of events has occurred in~ the Sot We~it

Pacific over the last few years that has caused serious

concern for the nations of the free world, odad which has

upset the trdditional stability of the area. For the

purposes of this study, the South Pacific region encompas:>-

es the area of Pacific Ocean between Australia, Pdapua New

Guinea drid New Zealand in the West, and the (-oastline of

South America in the East. It includes the countries of

Australia, Papua New Guintea and New Zealand ds well ds the

Island chains of Micronesia, Melanesia and Nolynesid, south

of the Equator. The South West Pacific denotes the westersi

half of this region.
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The most significant development has been the

unravelling of the very foundation upon which the Western

alliance depends In the region, namely the Australia, New

Zealand and United States [ANZUS] Treaty. Fz: the past 34

years ANZUS has welded its3 three member rati,.ns together

.111d ensured peace and regional stability by maintaining

dominant Western power presence throughout t Le South

Pacific. Dislocation of the Treaty occurred in February

1985, when the New Zealand Labour Party, newly elected on

popular mandate to establish a nuclear-free New Zealand,

refused port entry to the US Navy ship, USS Buchanan. This,

was done in response to a US refusal, in accordance with

Defence Department policy, to confirm u deny a prebence uf

nuclear arms or power on hard any US ships. The NZ Goveriz-

ment abserted that denial of port acce:is to ituclear arit'td

or powered vessels was its sovereign right aiid within th

confines of ANZUS, while the US avowed that unrestricted

port access was a contiguous part of any alliance. Both

parties stood on positions of fundamental principle, which

according to each were irreconcilable, and the Treaty It.-

self was open to either interpretation. Today the ANZUS

Treaty remains in existence, but ". . in a .tate of

-uspense", as was noted ambiguously by the Atistral ian,

Foreign Minister, Bill Hayden 131, with Australia and the

US reaffirnied in their bilateral defence, inti-rests and New

Zealand having been struck from the US list ,of bona fide

allies.

Another threat to security arrangements in the

3



I out hi We -tt Pact fIt: I!- t'le qr.-duai I it td vyntvait I (- enur uttchs-

ment of the Soviet Union into a region which In the past

h~i hteld no special Interest for It. This was pred~ctable

given its new interest irk the Pacific and the strains

within ANZIJS. As the strategist Dora Alves predicted in

1984, " .. .the withdrawal of any ANZUS partner would send a

very potent siynidl to the Soviets.." (41 Tht- Soviet

government has completed a one year fishing contract with

Kiribati [formerly Gilbert Islands], has approached Papua

New Guinea, Tuvalu, and the Solomon Islands for similar

conitracts, arnd very recentl~y obtained a new fishing agree.

ment, which includes stationing rights, with Vanuatu

[forarterly the New Hebrides]. These inroad.- of: Soviet

inafluenace are particularly disturbinq Lo~ tht- ANZUS iiatijmn.

fox. obvious set.urity reason.

The spirit of ANZUS has been further taxed by other

issues within the region. one of the most contentiout,

among alliance members is the continuing nkuc-..ear debate

beyoiid the NZ unilateral action . Over the last 15' year--

both New Zealand and Australia have become mocre independent.

in foreign policy, In part as a result of shifting away

from previous narrow overseats trade markets and of movinq

towards greater self-reliance In d.efetace. The tenidt.-cy now

i!I to less subjugation to tike policies of othaei power. dilld

tc more represenitaton of national interest:s ink the inur

national arena, particularly in regard to such nuclear

ia~iues as nuclear disarmamenit, a Comprehensive Nuclear Teot

Ban Treaty and the South Pacific Nuclear Fret! Zone [SPNFZI

4



Tr eaty. Tht- ptbace inoveantnt and anti -nuc leci gL oups -'L

AO i v" ad( we] I suppor ted i n both (ount r i es.

The latest and possibly most damagiry threat tL, tht:

alliance after the New Zealand split is the US5 Congres!,2

decision to subsidize overseas grain and sugar sales in

support of an ailing US agric-ultural industry and at the

expense of traditional Australian markett;. in the word--. of

the AuIStralian Foreign Minister, "genuine outryage" was felt

among the Austral ian people, many of whOm1 gui!st ioned for

hti fir st. ti me ILhe ti ut- Valueti of the ill jrle. Couple d Witth

PC16 Iconipla i ats from SW Pac if ic is land sta tt:... uf "Pudchii ng"

in Exclisive Economic Zone,3 and ener oichse tt. i nto

.. cvereign territories by American private fiLAiin~j fleets,

this has led to a growing disenchantmeint Witt, the United

States within the South West Pacific.

The increasing number of disputes presently

challenging the ANZIJS Treaty is in manty respects indicativte

of the state of flux whic-h thne entire Pacific: is under-

yjoirny. As world strategic interests chnge, tradititnal

Allied interests and objectives within rt-gion:3 may need to

be reviewed. Certainly the policies- that art- currently

o-mployed by the US and its allies withini the South Pacific

are susceptible to the changing enivironment, and should bte

con-,tantly reevaluated.

A r eassessmnent of those pollcd es there fore I. t ht

e::setice of this study. It poses the questio in the

changing environment of Lhe Pacific, do pre!sent policies -.f

thne Western alliance in the South Pacific fuily suppoi.rt



all i-ince secur ity obJect lv\es5 today, mnd w! I1] the-y (.7qjit iiiov

to do Fso i nt o the f ut ure'2 The paper's speci fic aii L-; to

review current policies against security buctives iii a

changing Western alliance, to identify policies that drte

iiiadequate, and to suggest adjustments nece~zsary to protect

alliance interests in the years ahead. The analysis will

first look at ANZUS in general, including it ; historY,

status today, arid objectives. Policies wili then be re--

viewed, and lastly, if cons;idered necessary, alternative

policies will be recommended.

6

1S11IM =



CHAPTER II

THE ANZUS ALLIANCE

"In short, diminish us
and you diminish all of us." 1i

Rt. Hon. Sir Wallace Rowling
NZ Ambassador to the USA

History

From the beginnings of their European settlements,

both Australia and New Zealand suffered a sense of reniote-

ness and vulnerability which encouraged thent to seek

alliances with more powerful nations. First, alongside

Britain, Australia and New Zealand, bound by a tight,

enduring bond formed from the ANZAC (Australia New Zealan]

Army Corps] spirit of World War 1, fought in two world war.,

to support 'Mother England'. The Unite'1 Stat.es' influenk-.

on the war in the Pacific and the British withdrawal ea-st

of Suez after the war caused a subserquent shift of

allegiance to the United States by the tranE. Tasinan twii,..

With the onset of the 'cold war' aftter 1945, wide-

t pread disillusionment with the United Nations' collectVv,

security system, the Korean War, and fears of a US support-

ed Japanese defence independence, Australia :ind New Zeal.:aid

':led for a formal alliance treaty with their new-found,

powerful, wartime ally. On 1 September 1953, the ANZUS

Security Treaty was signed in San Francisco and came into

.:.



frct when ra-ttlfied by AuI.tralla, New Zealatid tnid the t,

29 April 1952. Since that time ANZUS has been the nmaiistdy

of the Wejtern alliance in the South Pacifit. It becalat.

mort- than a security treaty; it was a total relationship

amlonJ the three members which encompassed hittorlcal,

cultural, personal, political, and commercial links, as

well as close defence cooperation designed to ensure ANZU.

forces could operate together quickly and effectively

should the need arise.(21

ANZUS has had unprecedented success over the past

34 years, exemplified by continuing peace in the area and .j

general underlying consensus that is not evident in mu.t

other Western alliances. While the Treaty was loosely

worded, and the alliance had no formal organizational

support structure or military conunand, its success wa due

in part to the spirit of cooperation, consultation and

mutual consent which underlay it.

The turning point in this hitherto ideal relation

ship came with the declaration of the Nixon Adminilstrat-

ion's 1969-70 'Guam Doctrine' of US withdrawal from South

East Asia, and the dictum to its allies that America would

in the future "..look to the nation directly threatened to

assume the primary responsibility of providitig the mainpuweL

for its defense.."[31 Total reliance on strong, powerfu]

allies for defence was now a thing of the past for

Australia azd New Zealand. This also marked the begiining

of the end to the 'Forward Defence' policies that had

prevailed in both countries until that time. Both would

' 4



ihow look to greater defionce self - rel izn~t' 11;d w01ici tr'

,jitvater couperstion with regional neighbour., while at- the

..acnie time reevaluating their unswerving loyalty to the

world-wide policies of the US as had been the cdse In the

past . On this point, Thakur in his treat ise oii New

Zealand's foreign policy choices in the nuclear age

explains that ". .the Vietnramt war wts most, probably the

cr 1t ical catalyst in leading New Zealand away from, the ro!'-

of faithful arid unthinking ally. ."(4) In Australia ai-,o,

the "All the way with LBJ"[51 thinkinij of tthe people In tth,

,ixties was soon diverted by a consciou:s naitloriwide re-

assessment of Australia's capability to support a mrore

independent, self-reliant and even 'continental' defence

3trategy.

It was at this time that the seeds (4 doubt were

,ewn a6 to exactly how far the United States would commit.

itself to the security of South East Asiani arid Pacific

allies In a post-Vietnam era. From this poitit onwards tht

significance andl expectations of the Treaty to each member

became less clear, and differing perceptionis of the meaninq

of ANZUS evolved. The extent of the divergence of allie-.'

perceptions was only fully realised when the current crii-.

between the US and New Zealand began to unfoid. To

illustrate the point, consider that the US wad; totciily

110nplussed at New Zealand's determination to proceed wit~h

its "irriesponsible action," while New ZealandI for he-r part

completely under est Iimate!d the US reaction to this "orie

rather narrow issue," as Mr Laiige termed the denial of port



a cc e Z. The fact that the situation has not beens rt.:.olved,

even .ifter two yearo, of careful negotiation is further

e;.vidence of these irreconcilable differences. Coming to

*jriPS with the different perceptions of the ilkeaning of

ANZIUS is crucial to understanding the whole complex of the

alliance as it exists today: therefore perceptions will be

examined more closely in a later chapter.

At present the ANZUS Treaty is, in the word.s (J

Australia's Prime Minister Hawke, "a treaty in namte only."

At a recent bipartite ANZUS council, US Secretary of State

C1'.oryge Shultz declared the ANZUS Treaty "~inoperative" and

announced that the US was "suspending its security obligjat-

ions to New Zealand."(6) The door was left open to New

Ze-ctlarid, however, to permit a return to trilateral co

operation should she see fit. Unfortuniately New Zealaild

Leems unwilling or unable to relent as the 1.ang.-_ Government

is proceeding with action to legislate it, rnclear arm.,

policy. Secretary Shultz turther warned that. the status oi.

ANZUS would be "reviewed" if New Zealand proceeded with thte

proposed legislation. Manty speculate this would mtean the

fornial abolition of ANZIJS.117) At the time of writitig the

proposed bill had not been passed by both New Zealand

Houses of Parliament.

In the meantime the Australian Foreiqn Minister

Bill Hayden, and the New Zealand Prime Minister, in ani

attempt to expand bilateral co-operation betweeti the two

c:ouitrie5, have hield talks in Wellington. Both however

publicly agreed that the defence relationship between the

10



tWO CVUn1t1 ieL, LCoUld not Lie expainded s ini if i cant ly. An

Australian expectation of greater defence 5"ziding by New

Zealand to imtprove deft-nce 1 inks wdS5 darnptiiti0 by

Well ititon'6 declaration tit-it New Ztv,ai.d ho,. no plint; to'

iicrv-aoe Its defence budgrt.[81 Curivers.,Ay, well ington'ts

-. pectation that Australia might take up defe~nce respons -

ibilities to New Zealand where the US leit~ cff wa.s abruptly

dispelled by Bill Hayden.

The question that many are now askiroj i~. where will

it all go from here? All agree that ANZUS is; in a crisis3;

the Treaty is weakened by the New Zealand split, anid the

alliance is threatened by other political atid' commiercial

is.Jues. A6 Washington and Well1ington cont inue to exchange

rhetor ic, Australian Foreign Minister Haydvn, with '

of his own, warnied that ". .Australia and tht. United States

have reached a stage in thtir alliance of qtvtct extra-

ordinary significance. ." He further stressted the need to

determine exactly the value of thp alliance t.o -.:ach other

~and to consider these ". .current developments in the

dlliance with great care..'[91

A logical way of coming to terms with a cri!-is .;uch

as this Is to go back arid reexamine the basV; objectives

upon which the Treaty wa-. ir i y jiimal1ly set. uap inrd is iow

oIpe rat i n. Reaffirminig traditional sttcurity objectives,

will help to focuos on thme overall aiims oL the- Trucity;

idenitifying new objectives will pri.vide- guid.-nLce for :vail-

uat ing policies arnd per ce pt 1ors arid ntak i r akiJunt.rmut :. for

future alliance integrity.



A close perusal of the ANZIUS Treaty document sheda

little light ott specific security objectives. Only vague

terms are found in the articles Of the Treaty, such as

"resist armed attack," vr "consult..IifJ.territorial

integrity, political independence or security... .is threat-

ened."(1OI As has often been suggested, the loose wording

(if the ANZUS Treaty was initentional, specif Ically desiyui

to retain utmost flexibility through consenSuIs, rather thani

relyiung on formalized structuret3 aL; 1:; the casse with other

trtatie6 such as NATO. What is also different about ANZUS

i:; that although set up originally ci: a defence treaty

only, its broad terms allowed it to develop into an

alliance of far more consequence than simply one for inutual

defence. One would expect therefore an all-encompassinq

ANZUS to have engendered other objectives beyond those

connected only with defence and the employint~tit of mll1lt Airy

power. Both the United States and Australia art- acutely

aware of the vastness of the South Pacific region, the

,llversity of history, culture, politic:, and t-conomics of

the mnany Island states, and the vulnerability of their ownt

SLOC to attack by opposing forces. In a reyj'ori oIf siuciI

C"iiplexlty, political anid economic objective.- .lsu play ai

large part in regional security.

In his book The Australian - Americai aScuiity

ReldtinshiD, Henry Albiinski, a leading US expert on Southi

Pacific affairs, addresses some of the reygicnal, political

interests of both countries that stein from these complux-

12



.Lt it:-> "Au-A.r.ilian rii d Amer ican t ejimotial ut Jiect tiv-y

inc'lude the stability and friendship of r,-sidetit ,iation :

aid a h.Arm,,niuus climate of Intraregional relations." He

jtft It more su cci rctly that both courtr e!si .,ee their

e,-cut Ity objectives In the region related t,-, "the collect

iye c ,,oeratlon as well a5 the individual vLiblltty of

reguioal countries." [emphas'is added] 111 Secretary

Shultz, speaking of the East Asia-Pac'IfIc region In 1985,

affirmed the US view of the importanceL of the two)

objectives Identif ied by Alblnski:

Our goal can be sImply stated: peaceful progress for
all countries in the region, based on a shared belief
In the value of economic cooperation, and mutual
respect for the rights of all participants to freely
pursue their own interests. (121

In closing his chapter on the Soutlh [acific,

Albinski gives a more detailed list of traditional Americdtl

- Australian security objectives in the region. In additi,i

to the aim of fostering an orderly, intrareg*or,.al po]fic(ld

climate, he cites promotion of the health and upkeep ut thIi

ANZUS alliance, ensuring adequate access dnd mobility f,,r

ANZUS forces, and minimizing regional Soviet influence .i

i.;sues central to continued regional peace arid harmony.[13]

Professor Albinski's list is indeed supportive of US

iitional interests in East Asia and the Paci :11,., whii wtrf.

recently articulated by Gaston J Sigur, A.si:,tant Secr~t.Viry

of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, when he spoke

(f cooperation and consultation, mairintal i||q the stLatfyi

bala ce through defence commitment.5, support for democrat-

ization and human rights, and treigtheing t.le openi market

13
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systeri. (141

Aum t.r a I i a , 1 hioI demon:5trated her .-upport f or

these objectives. Australia's views on ANZJ; are cle.ar andi

'otcisc. Prime Minister Hawke recently -;t.dLd explicitly

that any rudu(tiun of the capacity of ANZUS by ally uwmb.fr

would be "an act of mutual isisanity." His goveriment is i.

full support cf the continuance of the Treaty and is firmly

Cu iii itted to ANZUS(151, while the politiccil ,,ppositii ,i ,i1:..,

-tands behind the Treaty as the basis for itzi defence

posture. At the same time Australia display., her full

cuimitment to regional stability and f ierid:.hip through

c:ouperation with and econom.c development of the mi.c;ro

.Lates of the South Pacific. The leading role -he hd%

played in regional politics within the South Pacific Forum

in such matters as mediating in fisheries disputes, ]obby-

ing France to allow peaceful decolonization of New

Caledonia, and proposing the South Pacific Nuclear Fret!

Zune [SPNFZI Treaty, as well as the substant ial and cotit.ii.

iiing aid she supplies to island states all attest ti, thii:

c u m i t me I I t,

Australia has also been in the forefront. ini

bringiig to the notice of the alliance the increasLed

pr eseri:e )f the Sovl-t IUnlo within the Sooth Pacific. Sh

fir'.t raised the matter at the 1976 South Pacific Forum and

the ANZtJS Coun:il Meeti n(q, but geiierated 1 t i le int .ert.

frm the US at the time. The then Prime Minlster, Malc',1m

Fraser, postulated rather accurately that "..the Sovit.t

Union would love to have a land-based presence, free ,0f

14



r e Ari int, isonewhere in th- area.E 16 1 Subse5-Lutiit. war n inqg.

went. largely unheeded until Kir ibaiti _-,iqjed ., f i:;h4IIIg

aqret-irent. wit the Soy i Unio~n in lqS,.

Today Mr Frase~r *; feirs heave curnt- tr iet lw K r

[, !f s h iny conr act hd api.d but. (A mott. ny U-

accord has been struck. The Soviet government has obtained

fishing rights from Vanuatu to fish the Coral Sect arnd part.

of the agreement. Is to establish ground facilities at

Palikula on the big island of Espiritu Santo. Ground

* facilities are fur maintaining and repleni3tilng ships and

ferrying crews to and front the Soviet Union by Aeroflot

cliarters.(173 This development is of grave concern for

Australia, whereby a regyionral governmrrent with renowned

leftist, radical leaninqy, lias openly inivited Soviet Unitu:,

yjrutun-d stationing only one 1-Lousand aille:, humi Australia'.,

shores .

For New Zealand's part, it would be lair to -.-ay

that dluring the recent contretemps, her fundantental ;e-cur

ity ubjectives; in common with the other alliance members

have remained unchanged. However the 75 ppi cent. popul..ir

uppur L by the New Zealand people for a nuclvar - free -ftate~,

-111d Lhe inovez; to legislate- thi.s policy i rid iCdtt -A IkC'W

niationial siecurity objective of keeping New 7taland

sovere ign terr itory free of aniy liucledr. intl,,elece ii it I-

Cut Ur *. This oif cotur!e i.-, -it. odd.- with ljat azll idic-

u~nderstanidings of fret- atcteL f-r :ill ANZIIS1ok:-S

In what appears, to the US to he miututily exclusive

viewpoints, 78 percent of New Zealaider.. Al.., ;uppvrt. a



I*it I itiued. Nt-w Z. 7-- 1~ u j-il tuict (It , , ANZIJ;; r i iiw M i iii . I

I'd h1qr-' t eit i z, t h.g t. Iti i (UUut r y hali Ibevi thi ,Wii (Mt. () f AN ZU:;

'Jit 1 11 hiS depuLIt y, M r Pal1me1Vr , -tsaup I i f i ed thaidt. i IL, ine nebe r c i 111

I)- ;ej ectud( f r om t.he T rLa I. y Fur the rm rt-f', I' adi(1 1 e' )imit

v Li t de tialI f or riucl1ear :Ai I p~z was isu liIit 1,r -.i( Iif tli#:

Lea y, Wher ea-. urtiIa te il wi I.hldrawal 1 ,f tr -,ity obL)Iiga tIoii:.

Lythe US was. (161 Here W# I I ig tun is :ay ii rj thLit Nte-w

1 .'dAltaid rulndiris cummitted to ANZIJ'S. It. does- so becanmet it

Lsitcw uther viable chnoices, cons ider iting New Zeil and

de-f F-n c e is totally rel idnt on initeyrat 1 (in wi I 1.i rgjer

Western pow,-rs, anid the same defence rela~tionuship availablie

through ANZUS is unavailable- elsewhere. But what Welting

tunu is; also sdying is that in the future ". .t.his is ho(-w we

prop()ise to run our affairj; it, 13 s bit (Iifi brent frori

Ijefore-; but we believe you (US] should be williiy to lit.

iri.. "(191 A maturing New Zealand, moving beyond ths,

.olon ial mental ity, i-i now demanding a more i ndepenadent iciy

in regiotial i:;supz, and one that iiicreasintjly takes iatu

.tcoount the chain~yIg reali1ty of the dr-a.

As this review ha; ulhown, the alm:3 ot ANZUS iincluudt-

traditional objectives which are intrinsic: amnong member

L-.Ltjiun with siimilar backgr-oundt;, cultures- aniid v..lue

~.y tstsanid these aret origo iny arid urtchiugiqliia Such

ubje-ctive5 ; arc common ti thIe- intere ;Ls tof t1..1il1 nitix -v,

wf- I 1 -c - t o t. h o:, o f mto. it. (it her niat. i on!, i 1we "(10 it

Fa-ci 1 ic . Tht-y -irte in i:t u pr oaot i on i, L itjqI orIa I I.,

kipt-rcat ion, economric (level 1 (uelinut. Of all flat i (liii, litit IJ

flovlef. influence.4, arid mairiaain iig a stroriq, heal thy A1423



Houwever az~o LE:(j ionI ~i itcr e;t: [(-And i ru']tecd wi Id tre~

have chdncjed, new security object ives c~r eiii'rcjiry th.it ii!

.3ome- cases conflict with traditiondl way:i of doing

ILu- i ne ;s .New Zea lanrd ' diL i -nu CIUC -r Ld nv 1ic or L

itxample, as is the South Pac if ic For um I's SPNFZ Trea ty.

Uinder ly ng this is a rneed within the antipodvan countries

for greater representatiun in regional [nadtteLS ill the

f uture andO leiss subjugatiuui to the pol icies -if w(ore power

ful al Iies .

The whole network of ANZUS interrelat ioriship-u i6

cha.ij i nq. Thes.,e new real it ies and new ojetivesz ha~ve

I~laced the cur rent all i.A.ict ilI some Jeopardy, I-and Ler e i:,

iiow .s Leal threat to achievement of the trad it jonai, curt:

ubjFr-t. I yes unless the nations concerned can Lind ai bett t

workinig relationship. A more equitable workiiig arLanyellielit

can only be postulated it the policies and pe-rceptiuns Lif

today's alliance are examined in detail, for it is here

that misunderstandings and tensions arist.
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CHAPTER III

POLICIES AND PERCEPTIONS

"Americ~a wa5 ice to Its eriemits.
but murder on its friv:r L"

Henry Kissxinger 1968

In his testinmony to the 99th Conqrt!e.;, US5 House of

Representatives Hearing on ANZ11S, Profe_,zusr Henry Alblizitkil

stated that "policies should steadily be calibrated with

bjdsic:, national objectives, which in turn need to relate to

wider interests."[1) In Chapter Il the ANZ1)S security

objectives were reviewed in the light of the South

Pacific's wider interests and changing environment. A& a

follow-on, this chapter centre5 on the actual policies that

exist in the South Pacific toiday aud thcii uffect- on bk-U

the key powers and the resident sta*te.,.. However, as has

already been mentioned, there 16 wore to t~w# cIurteii ANZU:;

crisis than couflicting [)ollcle(s; perceptions of what tu

expect front past relationships and what to ivoid iti ftr

relationships have altered and are now beginning to cauo(

deep divisions in the very fabric of the alliance.

At tisries it is difficult to separatt: pol icie -. tiia

perceptions when one tries to isolate factors of conflict

within a relationship. Such is the case within ANZIIS, o

pact which evolved with few rigid guideliie.-, and one whkett



jL tines the dividing lint: between policy ald perception

has become rather hazy. Thl chapter therefore

will not attempt to differentiate policy from perception,

but will examine both together as they pertain to the

divisive issues within the ANZUS relationship.

The New Zealand Split

The United States firmly believes that New Zealand

has abrogated its alliance responsibilities by its port.

entry policy. Washington allows that the Treaty's fine

print does not specifically address port access, but in the

ITS mind, New Zealand has violated the very spirit of ANZUS

on which the last 34 years of alliance success has

depended. To many Americans this is just another manifest-

ation of their over-all disillusionment with allies at

large. Having witnessed worldwide apathy among traditional

allies to US past initiatives in Iran, Libya and Grenada,

much of the American public believes, in the view of the

New Zealand analyst Thakur, that "allies are generally

blind to the Soviet threat, disloyal to the common cause of

the West and unwilling to take their fair share of the

burdens of defence."121

Certainly one Im,,ediate consequence to the lOzited

States of the New Zealand action is the repurcuLsion among

uther friendly nations of a small ally takiiij a forceful,

unilateral stance that could be perceived r,.tjinally and

globally as anti-American. Many believe that this US

concern was the prime reason for the tough move against her
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i nd fdi tir l al Iy. Pr i ite Mina iste-r La Itt' a rgues t Iz .L

New Zealand pol I cle.e art- [or New 7.ea I and on y, ..Ad that h

coiuii Lry- '5 tand i s ant i -nuLCl Ie-)r niot ant i -Ari--,r i cari - The US

onr thte other hand sees thioit s the logic of a nation that

is in effect pol itical ly ' insular ', and the Reagan Admin-

istration is convinced that other countries cannot help but

be affected by this small nation that has5 bi'-en held in LUCh

disproportionately high regard in the past. Thus at the

risk of appearing heavy-handed, bullyish arid uncaring, the

* IUS has taken a decisive stand -- more cis a warning to other

allies than as a direct response to New Zealand -- that

abrogation of alliance responsibilities will not be cost

free in the future.

The United States disavowal of New ',e.(tladd d5 an

ally is a major change of policy within the alliance arid

onie that is not without serious, implication:._ Broadly

s~peakingq, relinquishment of security obligations by her

foirmer alliance partner means New Zealand no longer hai,

acicess to US Intelligence support, is- excludled fitmi joint.

military exercises with the US, and is precluded front a.ny

further defence development through traininq, scientifit-

research and staff interaiction. Also New Zealand1 no

longetr has US congress io-nal pLotuction under i t.

coninierce, which may well lead to le-ss favoutrable tuturt.?

bdrgaininy power in US rarkets.

There is little New Ztealand c.ant do 1ii respotntf

exceptL Lo try to convince the US that it.,- dt.: ision is in

20



t.lit -bt-.t. L 1 nL er ei.ts of riob Idy. Wel I II~u i 113 1 1.. ,. r

tlh.--t tUP.- fItCl. .31 isu b S no j;1(t IetjnL il.j , tI ~ .-Vt~li j I N

I~rj ' !; (jove rrrieri t r eIen t ed, or wij:, re jI a( (!, ill a f ijtlrt-

I o t i t ni, v i , 3 1 b, )y I J:, ni t .- -i r -1)o w, -r e, I t (r 1 A[ ~ ipx J, W U Ill

bfe uil ikv ly f (r y'ear .'> Cuiite- c;: t h1w. -,11, 'J i IIII

a111 1, 't' L for anIy New Zeal1and yO-VeIinment tc overr ide iii

he luiirried jate future. AfLe r .i 11 , in New caLrd' ye,

t i ajd b o me a ma t t e o )f f u iida illerlitA I , ri.-I I i onIaI1

-JV(Ir(*iynt.y, ind Liupers3(e; Aniy fr ieiid-lip it l1iue

i ntLe r e sts. New Zealand demands the: r iyltt t-, be heard

dr 'Uidd the worlid, she diriaiild:i the x iylit Lu 'eteriie her

owni policies in nuclear -re7lated natterL., an4d she bjelieves-

that to do otherwise is an abdication of her nat iorial

:7o-ve r eigrity .

And where doesi Au- t ral1i a f it. i rito ail t i i I

nioW f inds3i hr sel1f i n a pus itLion much i ke t ha t: of a

cuiiu.±(1 ciild ful lowinyj the! (Iivoi ce of i t..-, parvnts5: havijng

to -~int.1nlue re lat ionis Wi t11 each tseparote ly, while, try i n

Je::-p1rattily to affect ii i nci iati on betwe'ri the two . To-

carry the 'family' .inaloqy further, Au:tra 1iaj haw; a

kdistirictly 'mother' relationship with New Ze!aland in that

both, bound by common yeuy.or aphy, her itat-f a ~I i] tor, ck

stratteyicially one, wherea,, cA 'father' relationbhip) exi.,ts

with the United StateL,, upon whom Autralia relies so

heavily for many of the essenitials of survival. To t:.at flit-

1tvd ,t, Austral la's position Lj del Icdtc. -- -he Li l,.tvl n~j to.

walk the thin lirie betweeii the other two ANZ,'IJS par tner-~

She has publicly disagr2ed with New Zeailand'* port ics
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pulicy, expressed an understanding of the 1US action, but.

all the while has carefully distanced herself from details

of the debate.[3J

Without doubt the New Zealand split from ANZUS has

great potential for enduring h~arm to the Westerni alliance

irk the South Pacific, and possibly to the strategic balance

within the whole East Asian -- Pacific regiont. An impasse

exists: a superpower's demands under a ilong stanading treaty

are at odds with a perceived sovereignty right of a small

but traditionally loyal dlly. Reaching a consensus seems

remote unless one side [or both] corfpromi~e-z Its views.

The US wants New Zealand back in the fold a., before, but

this can no longer be, simply because the Unaited States'

priority Treaty expectation of unrestricte~d access to all

ANZUS territories Is now unacceptable to New Zealand,

certainly in the short term. On the other hanrd, New

Zealatid's expectation of a future ANZUS arrangement with

business as usual except for a nuclear pre3t-nce may be

difficult, if iaot impossible for the US to m-wallow.

The Soviet Encroachment

It is riot difficult to see that theo 3oviet Union i :

benat oii exploiting this and other current difficulties ir,

the South Pacific. The past confrontatir!3 between the 11S

dild regyional stdtes over confiscated fisiaiii'j vt'- sel:, and

..,overeigra fishing rights, and the looming ANZUS difficulty

were precursors to Soviet approaches to S3outh Pacific

nations. In the author's view, their timiung was no
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accident -- they had picked up the pol iticlc~ vibrt. ion-,.

The mood of the South Pacific islands has changed

over the last decade. As P. Lewis Young pointIs out, "1... I ht

activities of the US fitshermen . [and their I..ramnpaging,

free-booting purse seiners created a bewildered anti-

Americanism in an area which has always cherished the Idea

uf the generous Americar*."[41 The difficulty tor these

small Island nations was that Washington failed to rtcu'j-

nize their claims of 200 mile Exclusive Economic Zones

[EEZJ under the new International Law of thte Sea, nor did

:lie recognize for years the South Pacific Forum Fisheries

Agency (SPFFAJ, which was set up to protect commercial

fishing interests in the region.

The United State6' pUlC i0y1o tuL1d f131111114 let:!-

the view that no state is entitled to excluLsive coastal

jurisdictioni over highly miigratory fish species. The is-

land nations on the other hand are ofter: totally dep~endCunt

on their one and only exportable commodity - fish. They

felt they were within the law, whereas the US, by

"poaching" In their territorial waters, was not. Further

more, the US showed total insensitivity to their welfare.

"Friendship isn't poaching..," said Solomon Islands Prime

Minister Sir Peter Kenilorea, while Ieremia Tabai, Kiribati'

Prime Minister, expressed his view that "earning a fishinq

living from the Russians is better than having to ask our

t.rditional friends to support us.C151 For many of these

micro-states the Issue at stake is one of pure survival iii

an increasingly commercial Pacific.
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The years of rancor ended a few ioiaths ago when i

formal fishing agreement was negotiated between the SPFFA

and American tund fleets. The draft agreement i3 :still t,,

be ratified by Congress. However one could :irgue that

although the belated agreement was welcome aiid necessary,

the damage as far as Soviet influence is conza-erned has been

done. The Soviet Union, capitalizing on US past Indiffer-

ence to the island states' plight, managed to gain a firm

and important foothold in the region, firstly through the

Kiribati contract and lately through the Vanuatu

connect i on.

Australia feels a sense of frustration over the

increased Soviet presence in the South Pacific. Successive

Au.stralian political leader! tried unsu U:ce:s:,tully f o a

number of years to britig to US attention the impliciation.-

of its policies regarding sovereign rights (,f small island

nations. For Australia takes her role aLj a cegloiial leader

seriously. As Professor Albinski explained, "Austrdlia

has calculated that its assumption about a major South

Pacific responsibility for itself represerit., a contribution

to the American alliance, and thereby to global

6ecurity."[6] And indeed the US has been ptrfectly content

with Australia's Increased signifIcance iri the South

Pacific. This has obviated direct superpower coctact with

small independent nations, while en.-uring ungoing Western

diplomacy through a regional middle power. The frustration

and sense of 'I told you so' is therefore uiiderstandable

when Australia appears thwarted by its ally in its ,attempt.s.

24



to fliditain regional harmony, deny the Soviet Union aiiy

chaitcie of influence within the area, while doing Its 5hare

to maintain the strategic balance.

The continuing Nuclear Debate

Besides New Zealand's anti-nuclear policy, there

are other aspects of the continuing nuclear debate that ir

undermining traditiotial alliance harmony. Australia,

during the last four years under a Labour Government, has

been a leading critic of the superpowers' policies on

disarmament and arms control. She has openly criticizet]

the US and other nuclear nations for their failure to meet

the conditions of the Nuclear Non Proliferation Treaty

[NPT], and she has vigorously urged establi:thment Of d

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty [CTB]. As a :igr of its

political purpose, the Hawke Government in 1')83,

appointed Australia's first ever Ambassador for Disarmanent

as a means of ensuring continued international represeit--

ation on these issues. Australia has also publicly ceri:iur

ed the United States' Strategic Defence Initiative [SDI]

concept as destabilizing to global deterrenc-e and has

declined participation in official SDI research. These are

examples where Australia has been forthright in expresbirl

her own, individual opinions through interntiollal forum,.

Not all matters of a nuclear nature are rejected in

Australia, however. Unlike New Zealand, Au-tLrdlla offers

port access to nuclear .as wull as cunventionial allied navtl

forces, and hosts a number (f joint Americdn Australian,

25
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-4tctronic sensor station6, three of wbic~h place Austxri i

on the Soviet Union's nuclear targeting 1list .Whi le the.se

pulicies of the Australian Government have their share of

opposition from local peace movement and anti-nuclear

groups, the majority of Australians are content irn the

knowledge that this is the price they have to pay for a

viaible alliance. It is worth pausing here to note exactly

what Australia'3 perceptions of the ANZUS alliance ate In

terns of real costs arid benefits to its !security.

At present Australia hosts over twenty US and joinit US-

Australian defence facilities within the country, of which thNe

'big three' [Pine Gap, Nurrungar, and North West Cape]

provide essential real-time communications, early warning

anid intelligence for the United States. US naval ships

visit Australian ports regularly, and United States AMr

Force B52 navigation and surveillance flights stage through

Darwin In the north. Aus3tralia also contibutes

significantly to the alliance surveillance and intellikyence

network, arid takes a leadingy role with defejr. : ie~ aat

withini the South Pacific. Additionally Austtalia a,1t

in the defence network of South East Asia through 14.,

membership of the Five Powers Defence Agreem~ent, which pi~

vide5 a direct link between ASEAN and the Wvesteria.ilia.

In return Australia enjoys the indirect beiiefit Luf

inclusion under the United Stdtes' global nuc:lear umabrtell-.

Direct beriefits are participation In Joint exercises with~

the US, complete support from the US intelligeioce network,

staff interaction with US defence forces, and access as a
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favoured nation to '-estern technology. Few Joubi tht,

imipor t.a nct: of t. I it-.e dlI rect benef I t:s of t le 1. lnce. The

questioin in mauy Australian minds rather is: exactly how

bindling is thu Treaty iii today'5 world should Australia's

security be threatened?

Pragmatic Australians can envisage very few scen-

ariu6 in which the US, under ANZUS, would offer direct

military aissistance to a threatened Australia. Many

Australian strategists and defence thinkers now believe

that in any conflict in which their country was engaged,

3hor t*of .3 global cotnfroiitat ion, Australia would -,tand

al mie. To what e~xtent US defence forces are committed to

protect Australian security under ANZUS is one of the must

prvezilrg defence que~stioru, In Austral ia today.

Still other lony-term alliance questions perplex

Australians. flow will Australia be expected to pay the

'premium' for its ANZUS 'insurance policy' in the future,

knc.e the joint defence facilities become redundant or out-

dated], as indeed they must given the pace of techiioloygy anad

the vulnerability of thetic vital but -,tyatc~jically '.ioft'

targjets?. Also, will ANZUJS require Australia to provide

military dasii.LariceLto the (I1, in tho Phil ippines. ()r Korea

should US bases there co,,--e under attack -- -A prospect

politically unpopular for any Au::itralian qovternjnetint? More

impurtant, whiAt would the US expect of Australia with

retjard to home-porting in the event thdt. theC US Is forced

to withdraw from the Philippines? Should the US indeed

.eek Australian home-porting assistance, then Amcricai's

27
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j'L; Iezj on nuc lear wt-jpuji: hazadl I ng wil I I !a:h wi th

Australia's Policies as ratified under the :Iouth Pacif ic

Nuclear Free Zone Treaty. These and other Ijestions rji ,e

a great deal of uncertainty with Australin., as ti, exactK

whctL deteiice beniefits they giln from the dal ance and at

what Costs.

Turning now to the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone

Treaty. This has become yet another thorn in the side of

the superpowers, and particularly the US and France. Spawni-

ed by Labour governments of both Australia .ind New Zealand

during the last 20 years, the SPNFZ entered Into force dt

the end of 1986. Australia as the initial proposer of the

Treaty went to great painis to Influence the South Pacific

Forum [SPFI to draft a middle road and therefore workable

treaty. The two crucial, debatable points were port vi:,it.-,

fur nuclear [armed or powered] ships arid right of passage

of nuclear ships through the zone. The US iiatirally wa.i

never particularly enamoured of the whole treaty ideed, but

was relieved when the final document took a c.onservativ-

line and allowed free passage for nuclear v-:.ssels and 1--ft

port dccess decisions to individual member :J.ateb. The H.',

with other superpowers, has been invited to ,itjn the Trfatky

.1 Protocols, but as yet ha* declined, iclaiiiiri It, 1:

* .. iving the Treaty and its protocol~ser~~ high lf-v-l

study ..[to determine any Implications] . .thit. would lrl

ability to defend free world interests."'(71

This political smoke screen I.- seen ifl the Suut~h

Pacific as evidence of how little worth the US puts on Lht
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S:PNF:: now that hier f reedoin of oper at ion has ntot beeni

curtailed. Further ;!videlice of US disregart] fur the Treaty

was her reac-tion to Australia's calls undes 1,he protocoi:s

of the Truaty for the US to :Apply political pressuire tu

France tu stop n-uclear te:3tingq in the South Pacific. T) i

SPF'Is- concern with Fraiict :.; behaviour af te-r all wd. urn# '1

the prime featons tor cre-,ttjiit tht: Treaty it, the f irst

pl.:ce . [Irimt- Minis5ter Hawke mtade a direct pliea for U3

az-Listance in this highly charged debate, anid the

Australian ambassador to Washingtoni, Rawdon Dalrymnple made

a n i mpass ioned case that .. cont inued Amer ican Indi f fer ence

to what the French were doing would be an act of fully

. [providing] .. fertile ground for anti-Utited States,

an1ti-west propaganda and activity."[$] The US Stadte

Iepartment's reaction wa~i to support Frare'.i n4eed t-c,

modernize its nuclear deterrent an~d to reject. the

I Australian pleas out of hand.

The International Trade Wdr

The UiIted StatLes ' diilss i ye re.spjoi,;e to Au.-t.r HAI

over French nuclear testing went vittully unnoticed when

compared to the later step It took in the middle of 19R&,

to 6upport declining U3S jagricultural trade it the eApt-11ite

of Aubtralia. First the subsidized URS whecit. sales to the

* Soviet Union, and then subsidized sugar sales to China,

brought howls5 of protest from all levelB (if Australian

society. Timothy Mackey, the then agricultural counselor

for the Australian Embassy in Washington, reported, ". .now
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o r the f rs t ille, the CuaMlanu peopleo I uf A,.'tral ia] are

askitg, 'is the US really oar frieiid?'"191 in goverim,-:,t

circles, the Minister for Primary Industry, John Kerin,

predicted a loss to Australia on wheat sale., alone of $29t

million, while the Federal Treasurer, Paul Keating,

announced threateningly that grain sales would force

Australia to reconsider its military relationship with the

UnIted States. [101 Many Au: traliain farmter. called for

the - louure. of the joint US - Aust.l iaza b,,.,s in retribuL

ion. Since then Australia has seen other traditional

markets Infiltrated by u3ubsidized US producv,ia particular

its barley sales to Saudi Arabia and more recently wheat

market!; in China. Foreign Minister Hdyden -,ardonically

compared Australia's and New Zealand's latest standiiajL

with the US, whereby New Zealand was told it "would remiail

a friend but iiot an ally..[and)..Congress i.i now tellinj

Australia that it is an ally but not a frletid."(111

Irrespective of how contentious the 'Farm Bill'

decision was for the US Congress, or how much US off icial.s

Justify their action as countur-strategy t,, thu European

Economic Community, the fact. remain.- th.at this deuisioi, h

done a great deal of harm to Austrilian Amer ican

relations. For this is maore than trade compjtitluis, it L.

a 'gut' issue with Australian people the way you treat

your friends irnd mates i a fundamental principle t.hat

;trikes at the very heart of the common Auztmalidtt. It Ls

important to note here that this 'outraged' reaction by

Australianb gives a good indication of the depth of feeling
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the country has for Its tie with the US, a Lie formed

primarily through ANZUS. It highlights the extent of

Australia's perception of what the Treaty means to her.

CorreLpozidirigy the UJS action also gives :some clues as to

it5 own Interpretation of how far alliance responsibilitit-,

eXtend.

In Australia's case, as the smaller partner to the

US, it has vital reasons to view the ANZUS Trea3ty more

-;eriously than does its larger partner. Australia relies

on the US for much of its security, economy, standard of

living, and regional political Influence, aiid stands to

gain more in immediate and visible termns from the alliance

Lhan does the US, which is primarily interested in enhaac-

Ing its long-term strategic interests. As Lwich Australia

[and arguably NZ as well) over the years has fostered a

relationship with the United States which fdr transcended

the meaning of the originjal defence treaty. The broad

significance Australia sees in the alliance today stems

iainly from this traditional dependence; it is complement

ed significintly by the tendency of the Aubtralian people

to value lasting, deep relationships based on loyalty anid

S commitment much more thana formalized, rigid, contractual

arrangements.

Un the United States side the tendeiicy these days

seems more to a 'politics i5i politica, huot oiasinmess i:i

hu~-.1me' viewpoint. Congress appears to rc-ict to powerful

electoral constituencies and lobby groups iii the short. teri,

* initerests of the US economy, irrespective of the
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rej'erc-usslon!3 to alliles or to long- term jlobal econioml(-:-

Such Is the nature of American politics. Wthat thi5

demonstrates to allies such as Australia arnd New Zealaiid

though, is that when it':, all said anld dotie, ANZUS hi~ a

differelit ba:31L F-IgiifiCance to the United States than, It.

does to them.

The United States hajs certainly ohown that it take.-

the defence aspects of its alliances seriously. Retribut-

ion to New Zealand was one poignant example. Another was

US public criticism of the Australian Government's recent-

'Ily tabled Defence Report, the Dibb Report. US Defence

Secretary Weinberger advised his Australian counterpart

that the Report's view of the Australian role in ANZUS waL,

- )'~'unacceptable to the United States. The Report's fundament-

al premise of a 'strategy of denial' for AuL;tralian defence

* planning, based on a 'layered strategy of defence' with

application of military power only within Australia'5 area

of direct military interest (Indonesia, Papua New Guinea,

the nearby island states of the SW Pacific ind New

Zealand], was antithetical to the Western strategy of

Soviet deterrence.(121 in this way the US was remindingy

Australia of its defence commitment to the total Western

*.alliance, and to the security of the whole South Pacific

Reyion. Yet beyond this pervading desire t(i ensure defence

loy-ilties from the ANZUS alliance, there appears less US

concern for other, wider-ranging iss;ues, such a:s economic

support and regional harmony. Thi5 suggest;3 that In the UIS

mind a security treaty is primarily one concerned with
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defence issues. Dora Alves supports this viewpoint:

It should be underscored that the US views ANZUS
as a defense treaty and that the steps taken by
the US Government are all confined to defense
matters. Furthermore all the steps are reverslble.[131

And what of the consequences of economic

protectionism? While the trade war continues, major

improvements to Australian - US relations are unlikely to

occur. More importantly arid realistically, the efiect u r

Australian markets will no doubt impact South Pacific

regional nations. Indeed a carry-over effect has already

been felt, as Australia, much to the chagrin and dis-

appointment of its SPF colleagues, has proposed substantial

cuts in its aid to South West Pacific natioiis in an effort

to reduce its rising budget deficit.f14|

Summary

This examination of the policies and perceptions of

members of the ANZUS alliance as they apply to the current.

disputes in the South Pacific highlights two fundamental

divergences of opinion that exist today between the United

States and regional South Pacific nations. The first is

the increasing gap that Is forming between the nuclear and

non-nuclear states of the world in relation to production

and use of nuclear energy for military purposes. The

becoid is the global trend among the more powerful nations

towards economic hegemony through trade cartels and

prot.ect.ionism, and all to the detriment of the weaker, less

capable nations of the world.
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Tht- New Zo-alaid :-+1 It f rom ANZU.-;, t h-. (')i~t 11Iiia.

tdeb.att ()ii otlaer nucltear iL ssut- intc ludln ta t h, S1PNFZ antid

Fr encli nucl1ear test ig i n the Pac I f 1 c , an lt li hecnm c(~iII

e*i~.l :, Onl pr i ma ry coitimjeri alI r esor ctl- u I Austra I Li -tlid

the lac J fic I :lanids are al 1 di1r ect te.t imojix toj thce

differences. The consequences. are ata iincrea.:ied Soviet

presence in the South Pacific, a gradual br.-tkizig down uf

the ANZUS -alliance and a slow, steady spreadI of regional

ant. i-Americanism, which all threattn regional cooperation

and stability.

That these differenceb are challLenging the basic

security objectives of ANZUS is undeniable. What is alsu

e2vident to even the most casual observer is that som~e

adjustments to today's policies are needttd that takethw

fundamental differences into account, yet at the same time

allow more traditional security objpctive.5 t.(. be met.
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CHAPTER IV

POLICY ADJUSTMENTS

"Negotiate until hell freezes over."

Adlai Steveiison

From an appraisal of the ANZIJS pact in the South

Pacific, its security objectives, and present policies and

perceptions, we have determined that the Western alliance

in the region is today challenged more than at any other

time since the inception of the Treaty. We have also seen

an enormous shift of global interest into t];e East Asia

Pacific region for economic as well as other purposes. Now

is obviously not the time to allow the alliance to be

further weakened by these challenges, nor is it the time to

see ANZUS fail, for this would be, In Paul I)ibb's words,

"of enormous benefits to the USSR's worldwide

interests."(1] Dora Alves concurs, and in her call for

magnanimity among ANZUS members to establish a common

ground for agreement, adds that "the prolongation of the

ciompletiorn of the [ANZUS] rupture would strengthen only

potential enemies."(2]

No doubt ANZUS is important. As we have already

discovered, its maintenance is a prime security objective

of each mtember nation. According to Henry Aibinski, It Is
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iipportan1t not only for what It does but also for how It

appears to outsiders. A faltering ANZUS in disarray, says

Albinski, creates doubt in the minds of the nations of the

greater East Asian - Pacific community as to the credibil-

ity of the transregional security system as a whole.131

Professor W.T.Roy of the University of Waikato in New

Zealand takes this point further. He argues convincingly

that among the nations with vested interests in the South

Pacific, and particularly East Asian countries, a reluct-

ance by Japan to build up militarily, and a preoccupation

by South Korea with the North and by Taiwan with the

Peoples' Republic of China, all but preclude any Pacific-

wide concept of defence cooperation in the near future. lie

postulates that because of these very real limitations,

"clearly... the core of South Pacific defence must remain

the ANZUS pact."[41

Given the Importance of ANZUS, the miost logical

question to ask is: can the alliance as it stands today

overcome the threats to its coherence? Or in other words,

can the alliance meet its security objectives in the face

of augmented fragmentation, increased disharmony and

economic frictions -- factors which all provide opportun

fries for its traditional enemy the Soviet Union to extend

its influence in the South Pacific? To answer the question

one has to speculate on how ANZUS will evolve should New

Zealand be completely disasbociated from the cooperative

defence efforts, and Australia be expected to take on a

greater political role in the region while suffering major
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trade damage from its main ally.

Many would argue that the US action against New

Zealand was an overeaction and a classic example of cutting

off the nose to spite the face. Prof Albinski explained to

the US House of Representatives Sub-Committee Hearing on

ANZUS that the US would have a predicted net loss by

distancing New Zealand from the alliance. He warned of the

eventual degradation of skills of the thoroughly pro-

fessional (if small) New Zealand standing forces, the run-

down of naval and air surveillance assets which are

important to the region, and the weakening of Western

political influence among New Zealand's neighbours. He

believes furthermore that the "object lesson" taught New

Zealand was futile because, without economic sanctions [a

course he diagnosed as inappropriate for New Zealand),

ostracism proved nothing except to weaken the defence

capability of the alliance in general. (5]

Others would accuse the US of a lack of prudent

diplomacy in not fully appreciating the feelings of the New

Zealand people nor the peculiarities of their politics,

while at the same time helping Mr Lange to paint himself

into a corner. Then of course there are many who observet!

that the New Zealand people had not fully thought through

the implications of an anti-nuclear policy and how dia-

metrically opposed it is to the very essence upon which

their defence is based. Both arguments suggest imprudent,

inopportune and inconsiderate diplomacy on edch side.

New Zealand 'out in the cold' cannot possibly main-
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t,3ln the same defence po-3ture it did betore the rift. .)nly

two options appear viable. It could either increase its

defence spending appreciably, an option alre.ady dismissed

by the Lange Government, or reduce defence capacity to cope

unly with low level threats to its Immediate area. The In

evitability of the latter option is that New Zealand will

slip into a posture of de facto tion-alignment. Additional-

ly this situation will Impose severe strains- on the

Australian military who will need to 'double handle' all

regional defence matters which involve US and New Zealand,

through separate contracts with each partnet. An

isolationist posture therefore is inappropriate to New

Zealand, not sought by her and is seen by many as

eventually harming the bilateral relation with Australia.

Another by-product of New Zealand isolationism is the

withdrawal of its forces from Singapore and the resultant

loss of a Western voice in the Five Power Defence Agreement

(Australia, New Zealand, UK, Malaysia and Singapore). Mr.

Lange announced on 23 December 1986 that New Zealand would

phase out its military presence in Singapore over the ,ext

three years, thus ending a commitment that began in 1955

during the Malayan Emergency.r6]

In all it would appear that If New Zealand Is left.

out of ANZUS it cannot help but see its regional defensiv

and political strength diminished significantly. While the

US may be able to pick up any defence shortfall left by

New Zealand, Australia would also be expected to assist.

militarily. Additionally she would become teven more
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re:orisible thdn at present for maintainlng reglunal co-

operation and pursuing economic developmeit. Whether

Australia would be nationally willing, economically capable

or politically able to meet thi5 added responsibility is a

moot question that will depend largely on how the US is

perceived locally and regionally in the future. Certainly

one point that is not debatable is the motives of the

Soviet Union in Its regional endeavour:. Soviet per-

sistence will only be dampened by a determined and united

stand from a strong regional alliance. But this is not the

case today.

Western cooperation in the South Pacific region

cannot work effectively withuut ANZUS, and yet. at the same

time the alliance cannot meet its objectiveb under the

present ANZUS relationship. That leaves only one alter-

native -- ANZUS has to be changed. The policies that make

up the alliance have to be adjusted so that those fund-

dmental differences between the industridlized, nuclear

nations and others over nuclear defence and t.rade

competition are taken into consider-ition, and the perce-pt

ions of alliance member nations as to what the Treaty meatis

for them are duly clarified.

A first step to adjusting policy would be to bettre

consolidate the provisions of the ANZUS Treaty itself.

Vague promises of assistance in times of trouble In the

present Treaty appear no longer capable of guaranteeing

continued cooperation among its members in a world inciea!

ingly divided by global, vested interests. The Treaty

39



-- Jl

mist be rewt i tten in 1idlliner to ellml iite tny douib~ts ji,

the minds of its si gnatories as to ea(Ch JldrLy'- de ttnct.

commitments. It must be drawn up as a defence contractual

agreement that specifically addresses contentious issues

such as port access for nuclear ships, long term hosting of

member nations' military forces and equipment, and alliance

mobilization in times of hostilities. The new contract

should make clear the limitations of the Treaty, so that no

violations of Treaty spirit can arise from disagreements

ir other arenas beyond the terms of reference of the

Treaty, for example the economic arena.

On the issue of port access, in ordt:r to appease

both the US and New Zealand a compromise position will nee(]

to be reached, for example, port access for US nuclear

vessels only during times of hostilities. The US has to

recognize that the loss of New Zealaiid's defence contribut

ioln weakens the Western position in the Pacific, that in

some ways the growing global disenchantment over riuch.ir

proliferation has to be acceded to, and that port ac-ce5:; iii

New Zealand has been of little strategic importance in tie

past. In New Zealand's case, the full implications of their

anti-nuclear stance need to be logically articulated arid

publicly debated away from political rhetoric and pacifis.

jingoism. If a compromise cannot be defended by the

government, then an Issue of this Importance should be put.

to public referendum for decision. Only theni will the

clear, unambiguous wishes of the New Zealand people be

represented.
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Second, with regard to long term ho.hting of menber

nations' military forces and equipment, an ,pen access

policy during wartime would appear mutually acceptable to

alliance members. A peacetime policy on the other hand

would be more difficult to conclude. One possibility Is to

limit peacetime hosting of bases to those facilities that

address only functions of C3 I [Comuitunicatioiis, Command,

Control and Intelligence]. This will preclude peacetime

basing of nuclear weapons or large scale military forces in

the South Pacific -- an arrangement which accomamodates

Australia and New Zealand. The US, on the other hand,

ihould be given better guarantees that their vital defence

facilities in alliance countries will receive secure, long

term, tenure. This is not to usurp the individual Country

to Country agreements that govern these facilities, but

rather to prevent the sort of diplomatic 'blackmail' that

seems to arise when essential US defence bases are used as

bargaining chips in political differences -- a situation

unpalatable to the US and destabilizing to dn effective

alllanlce.

The last major point requiring specific definition

in the revised treaty is alliance mobilization in times of
A

hostilities. The Australian strategist, T.B.Millar best

summed up a practical, overall, strategic outlook for

Australia when he said, "...the 'defence of Australia'

involves far more than defending the homeland against

attack by hostile forces. Australia cannot opt out of the

world."[7] A continued strategic balance in the East Asian
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- P.cific regiun Is vitally Important to tlitt South Pa if i,

nations, and regional middle powers such as Australia must

participate directly in its maintenance. Australia and

New Zealand have to firmly commit themselves through the

alliance to support the US presence throughout the whol1s

Pacific region. This means militarily assinting the United

States to defend their bases in the Philippines, Korea and

Japan should they be threatened. After all, any reduction,

of US influence in these countries creates a power vaLuum

which no doubt would soon be filled by the Soviet Union.

On, the other hand, In order to preserve alliance integrity

the US must guarantee automatic theatre assistanice to the

allies in case of South Pacific regional conflicts, regard-

less of any regional economic considerations the US may

have at the time.

There is no suggestion here that renegotiating

ANZUS will be a simple task. Converting a document whIch

has the broadest possible flexibility into d narrow, task

oriented agreement will be extremely difficult because of

strong, vested Interests among member nations. Such a

change may even be impossible or politically unfeasible in

4.today's climate. However, its feasibility should be given

the utmost attention, because a revised treaty is the ,)nly

viable method of overcoming the US - NZ impasse and it:,

broader ramifications. It is also a sure way to clarity

for Australia and New Zealand what they can expect fromt the

alliance in the future, thus ending the plethora of debate

concerning this subject. Each member nationi would be
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guaranteed a more definitive commitment fromt the others,

while any doubts In the minds of potential aggressors abcut

invocation of the treaty [which is the case a.t present],

would be dispelled.

If a new treaty cantiot be agrctd upon and then

ratified, then ANZUS as it stands must be abandoned, as

clearly unworkable. The possibility of dissulving ANZUS

should be used as pressure to encourage all parties to

compromise in working out d new and clearly defined treaty.

If this fails, what then is the best alternative

relationship to ANZUS? Abandoning ANZUS sliould nut mean

abandoning New Zealand. Bilateral treaties would obviously

be set up between the US and Australia and Australia and

New Zealand, with Australia acting as a bridge between the,

two alliances. The onus would fall heavily on the United

States, however, as to how well the two interacted, and

therefore how well overall regional defence integrity was

maintained. The US would need to allow enough defence

support flow from Australia to New Zealand to enable the

latter to continue her political and defence role of the

past. In this way New Zealand could remain defence

'solvent', and the US and Australia could bide their time

until New Zealand returned to a more conservdtive anti-

nuclear policy.

A revamped ANZUS agreement should n.t. exclude the

c deferce of the island nations of the South P.icifc. At

present island security is monitored by the South Pacific

Forum and only verbally assured by the ANZUS partners.
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Naturally eiougih ti is cau:'es some colicetli alonq many of th-

regional nations. Attempts in the past by ,ome to join

ANZUS as a means of gaining greater security guarantees

have been rejected politely. A suggestion by Dr Coral Bell

uf the Austrdllan National University, to formalize Pacific

Islands' defence is worthy of consideration. She advocate-,

"promotion of a Pacific Protocol to the ANZUS Treaty,

making the treaty partners more specifically responsible

tor the security of the island ministates."(8] An alter-

nate solution proffered by Allan E Goodman, another

Australian strategist, is the "..development of an ANZUS

rapid reaction force for missions to protect island stateb

and essential Sea Lines Of Communicatiun.[9)

Instruments of this nature would do much to enhance

stdbility in the region, and present a more united front

against the Soviet Union and other potential aggressors.

Also there is no logical reason why the micru-states of the

North Pacific, for example the islands of Micronesia,

should not be included in such a protocol.

A new ANZUS treaty tailored to defence security

would do much for regional stability. However stability

and individual states' viability are also heavily dependent

un economic development. In the world economic scene, there

is very little that Australia can do through an alliance tu

ensure fdirer Lrading practices in the futuie. Esbeiitially

the International trade war is a problem of global

proportions and one that can only be solved in the market

place or by careful international politicking. Tu this
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latter end Australia is at present vigorously pursuing a

freeze on International agricultural subsidies through the

EEC, the US Congress and the nations who subscribe to the

General Agreement on Trades and Tariffs IGATTI. Failing

this, the only hope for middle powers such a6 Australia Ini

CIDl international trade war may be to form trade cartels of

their own as the best means of counterinj larger economic

coamunitles. The Cairns group of 14, named after the 14

couiitries [including Australia, Canada and Argentina] which

met in Cairns, Australia last year to determine a strategy

against US subsidized agricultural products, may very well

be the foundation for such a cartel should Australia's

negotiations fail.

Developed countries such as most of those irn the

Cairns Group of 14 will eventually find some way around

their economic difficulties. But it is the emergii.j, newly

independent island states within the Pacific which often

have vulnerable governments and economies that need special

protection by larger powers against exploitation, partic-

ularly from potential enemies. Past measurei5 to do this,

including establishment of the South Pacific Forum, have

been only partially successful mainly because of lack of

superpower support. The US must realise that it is in her

own very best interest and directly supportive of her

security objectives to strongly encourage the SPF and its

endeavours. This has not been the case In the past.

Whether a formal link between the US and the SPF to ensure

political stability in the South Pacific is appropriate fur
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Inclusion in a revised defence treaty Is a ihatter for

further discussion and debate. Certainly ex case could bt

made along economic lines.

It would seem appropriate that all East Asian

Pacific countries with interests in the South Pacific

should be encouraged to take a more meaningful part iii

ensuring economic development of these emerging societies.

Japan, Taiwan and South Korea, together with the United

States, Australia and possibly even Indonesia, should

collectively devise guarantees which will protect their

tiny, struggling neighbours from being exploited, as too

often has been the case in the past. Japan has already

conceded this point, and recently the Japanueie Foretigi

Minister, Tadashi Kuranari unilaterally pledged, "as much

assistance as possible to make the (South Pacific) region

more economically prosperous."[1OI

There are other less revolutionary but timely

measures that could be taken which will ease the tension

within the current alliance. The US needs to reconsider

its stance on France's activities In the South Pacific, in

regard to both nuclear testing and the decolonization of

New Caledonia. The latter issue especially has much

potential for future unrest In the region. New Caledonia

may be allowed to transition peacefully to independenct and

trouble may be averted, with a little US Influence.

Additionally the US should move quickly to ratify the

protocols of the SPNFZ. This move would acknowledge

support for a treaty which had US best Interests In inind
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when it was drawn up and which does not directly encroach

on US freedom of operation. Ratifying the Treaty would

serve the US well from two sides. It would .;,vnd a subtle

inessage to the French thus avoiding direct (onfrontation

with another ally, and at the same Lime strenagthen the

SPNFZ and satisfy the South Pacific Forum. These

initiatives would do much to boost the flagging American

image among South Pacific nations and will reinject Into

the region some trust and solidarity which have been

seriously eroded over the years.

Conclusion

After more that three decades of unprecedented

success the Western alliance In the South Pacific is in

trouble. A new global interest in the Pacific Basin is part

of the reason, but a clash of fundamental values that has

developed recently between the United State'i and its other

two ANZUS partners is also a major cause. The ANZUS pact

* is a victim, as is regional stability within the South

Pacific, and the atmosphere is encouraging to nobody except

the Soviet Union. Differences of opinion now seem irrecon-

cilable under the terms of the existing ANZUS Treaty, which

relies on broad interpretation of meaning to encourage

cooperation and consensus. Unfortunately today's issues of

nuclear weapons and global economic competition seem too

far-reaching to be overcome by the good will and vague

spirit of cooperation developed in the past. The

differences are widening and they are challenging the
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-AeCULILy ubj,ctlves u. tLhe dlli.ie.

This itudy has shown that the ANZUS Treaty, as the

keystone of the Western alliance in the South Pacific,

remains vital to its security and important to the strat-

egic balance of the Pacific in general. It has also shown

that ANZUS in its present form is incapable of solving

these differences of opinion now and in the future.

Accordingly this study calls for a complete reappraisal of

the Treaty to take account of disparate viewpoints and

iember nations' divergent perceptiornb.

The study recommends a much tightened treaty that

addresses specific defence issues, including those of a

contentious and public nature. It offers practical, com-

promise solutions to home porting and basing of alliance

members' forces, both nuclear and conventional, and pro-

vides options where military assistance would be

appropriate In times of conflict. In essence these com-

promises are an unlimited access to alliance territories in

times of hostilities only, with trilateral military

involvement assured In defence of alliance or member

nations' security interests. It suggests defence of island

micro-states be formally included, and it invites further

debate to establish formal US and northern Pacific commit-

ment to regional viability and economic development through

the South Pacific Forum. Lastly, it offers some short-term

policy changes for the US to consider as a Jneans of re-

establishing confidence and unity within the region.

Recommendations here are inconclusive; anything to the
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contrary would be beyond the limits of this Ltudy. Rather,

these recommendations ire considered merely practical

starting points for meaningful negotiation.

Perhaps the greatest obstacle of all to negotiating

a revised ANZUS Treaty is the United States' general lack

of concern for issues relating to the South Pacific -- a

region of the world particularly low on the US National

Interests priority list. However, it wai tliL United States

Secretary of Defence, Caspar Weinberger who brought to the

world's attention the importance of US alliances when he

said:

.the long term maintenance of these alliances is
vital to our mutual Interests, and we must remain
resolute in our determination to overcome occasional
disagreements even those that become subject to intense
public attention. [11]

The Western alliance in the South Pacific does have dis--

agreements, in some cases substantial ones, and now is the

time for magnanimity, tolerance, and creative thinking

axiing member nations if Lhey are to be overcume. S1ie1ly

there are sufficient warning sign: to suggebt that .i time

for change has come, and surely there Is enough of that

cooperation, consensus and spirit remaining from the old

ANZUS relationship to see appropriate charnge!; incorporated.
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